3

'DOCUMENT" RESUNE

£
BD 147 829 . CS 203 782
TITLE Student Guide to Writlng a, Journal.
INSTITOT ION Northwest kegional Educatlonal Lab., Portland, v
oreq. °*
SPONS AGENCY Natlonal Inst. of Educatlon (DHEW), Hashlngton,
D.C.
.PUB DKTE ‘oct 77 )
NOTE 19p.. ’ )

Northwest Reégional Educatlonal Laboratory, 710
Southwést Second Avenue, Portland, Oregon 9720u
(31.50 paper)

AVAILABLE FROM

EDRS PRICE

) ~ MF=30.83 HC-$1,67  Plus Postage. N
DESCRIPTORS *Composition (Literaryj; Descriptive Writing; .
. *Diaries: Educatfonal Objectives; Exposxtory Wrxtlng,
*Guides; Secondary Educatlon. *Self Expression-
IDENTIPIERS *Student. Journals - .
ABSTRACT

=~ This gulde'offers students sug@estlons on keeping a

journal 4in 'which they record what they do, think, and feel. The guide
examines the purposes Of keeping a journal; discusses writing to a
correspondent who will respond to the journal entries; shows how to
express thoughts and feelinggrabout events instead of just reportlng
‘on the evénts;-offers %1ps for organizing journal-keeping act1v1t1es.
gives suggestions for various wrltlng forms;-and lists numerous
writing 1deas. Sample jonrnal entrles are included. (GW)

°
a
3
ht s

&
£

e

‘-

.~

.

. ! + ! * H . -
**************************f*******************************************

Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished
materlals not available from other soutces. BRIC/makes every effort
to obtain.the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal
reproduclblllty are often encountered and this affects the quality
of the mjcrofiche and hardcopy reproductions "ERIC makes available
via the ERIC Document Reproduction Serwvice (EDBS) .. EDRS is not

responsible for the quality of the ‘original documerit. Reproductions.

supplied by EDRS are the best that ;?n be made from the original.

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
************************************* ***************#****************

Y

*

*
*
*
*
*
*
‘%
*




3

'DOCUMENT" RESUNE

£
BD 147 829 . CS 203 782
TITLE Student Guide to Writlng a, Journal.
INSTITOT ION Northwest kegional Educatlonal Lab., Portland, v
oreq. °*
SPONS AGENCY Natlonal Inst. of Educatlon (DHEW), Hashlngton,
D.C.
.PUB DKTE ‘oct 77 )
NOTE 19p.. ’ )

Northwest Reégional Educatlonal Laboratory, 710
Southwést Second Avenue, Portland, Oregon 9720u
(31.50 paper)

AVAILABLE FROM

EDRS PRICE

) ~ MF=30.83 HC-$1,67  Plus Postage. N
DESCRIPTORS *Composition (Literaryj; Descriptive Writing; .
. *Diaries: Educatfonal Objectives; Exposxtory Wrxtlng,
*Guides; Secondary Educatlon. *Self Expression-
IDENTIPIERS *Student. Journals - .
ABSTRACT

=~ This gulde'offers students sug@estlons on keeping a

journal 4in 'which they record what they do, think, and feel. The guide
examines the purposes Of keeping a journal; discusses writing to a
correspondent who will respond to the journal entries; shows how to
express thoughts and feelinggrabout events instead of just reportlng
‘on the evénts;-offers %1ps for organizing journal-keeping act1v1t1es.
gives suggestions for various wrltlng forms;-and lists numerous
writing 1deas. Sample jonrnal entrles are included. (GW)

°
a
3
ht s

&
£

e

‘-

.~

.

. ! + ! * H . -
**************************f*******************************************

Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished
materlals not available from other soutces. BRIC/makes every effort
to obtain.the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal
reproduclblllty are often encountered and this affects the quality
of the mjcrofiche and hardcopy reproductions "ERIC makes available
via the ERIC Document Reproduction Serwvice (EDBS) .. EDRS is not

responsible for the quality of the ‘original documerit. Reproductions.

supplied by EDRS are the best that ;?n be made from the original.

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
************************************* ***************#****************

Y

*

*
*
*
*
*
*
‘%
*




US DEPARTMENTOF HEALTH,
EDUCATION \WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN ‘REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN.
ATING IT POIMTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO’ NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCAT'ON POSITION OR POLICY
o

Northwest Regional Educatiorial Labor

42
[ RN




.. . ° \ . - .
m‘j’ " ‘ t
7
e ~ , . I‘ Y.
e - r T
?"f . ' f B
* s s - i
P ' |
) ! (Al
,"/ It e -
i L . .
.
\ o ) oo
) ‘ ! {
/
3 o - - v
1 !
N o
.

. f
3 * . ’ 4
' » ! 3 LY
.
X . f
3 N .
3 . - . !
L - ‘ , .
X
Y% 4 - ¢
- ’\~ . "q
v »
4 ’
; Y . . ’

- %

5 ’

\ £ ’ .
\ . . ’ . - * N l .
. Published by the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, a .
. ‘. private nonprofit corporation, The work upon which thi's publicatian
o A ‘ is based was performed pursuant to a contract with the National . '
. A Institute of Education, Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
A \ . « The opinions expressed in this publication do not necessarily : ,
- \ " reflect the position or policy of the National Institute of Education, -
AN and no official endorsement by that agency should be inferred.
N & \ . H * . .
« . ) v ! . . . B
s First printing, June 1977 . .
) Second printing, October 1977 | . . .
. y . . s
vaL TN © BN 0-89354-601-1 S R <
' s \ . Printed in the United States of America i

‘ \ j ' \ - ‘ »:. 7

-y . Co e Y o v
- Noﬁhwest Regional Educational Laboratory ' ' .

- 710 Southwest Second Avenue R .

- . o * Portland, Oregon 97204 / R .

‘ Q . .‘b.,‘ . “\ﬂ : N ‘ o : » t. - )

ERIC- "7 % | -~ 3 ﬂ T

: 1




v »w

r What Is A Journal”

-
L4

~

What is a‘journal? Some people th]nk'1f‘s a d1ary,'o£hers that it's a -
newspaper. It doesn't have to .be either. It can be practically anything
you like,; as long as you re w1111ng to do some writing.

IT S ABGUT YOU . ‘ 7
«
The Journal ‘reflects the contents of those moments in time that are - -
personal or have-special meaning for you--experienced from which you draw
some understand1ng about yourself or your world. They are not necessarily
. . (JJV/ grand or monumental, but they are
- ree . é\ spec1a1 in some way to you. A
- \L - journal is a place to express, on a
’ ‘ N regular basis, some written record
af what you DO, THINK and FEEL.

i,

. The One person you need to get to .
know really well in this world is °
YOU. The journal can be the -most
exciting teacher you will ever
encounter--for the act of putting
into words your experiences,
thoughts and fee11ngs will 'cause you
to reflect more on your daily life. ,
Wr1t1ng ahout yourself is one way to Co
grow in knowing yourself--to become
more aware of your Tearning, -goals
and needs--To understand why you do
the things you do




Whom-Are Ybu 'Writ_i_ng' To?

¢
~

An important aspect of your journal will
be the response you get from your B
correspondent--the person’to whom you'1i -~ L 7
be writing. Your correspondent will -be a &S
teacher, axcounselor or some Other person .
you've selected who will be responding\to your
~ ."journal entries and helping you communicate betfer. .
’ WHile on the surface yeu are writing-to your corréspondent, . :
. underneath you will aTso be writing to yourself. The correspondent ,
shares in this writing experience, but this does not meah”that you must
try to please someone else with your writing. It means that someone who
issinterested in you will be reading and responding to what you write.
. - AN X -

Think of your correspondent as another part of voursg]f; and you will have
- . the key to what is exciting, interesting and important to write about. It
is very much like an internal conversationh with.a parf*of}you that you may
not know as well as you would Tike to. ‘ " :

You are not required toediscuss anything, in particular, nor are you
.expected to unburden yeur soul, to the'correspondeﬁ%‘un1ess you feel that

is what you need and wgnﬁ_to‘do.'\The journal is YOU--let it say so, but be
honest with yourself.. Write what you.think is important. "Don't worry
" too much about:style er correctness. Relax ang enjoy your writing experience,. t,"
-You will be surprised at the results: ] . .

| . , - R

.
® M AN
4 . > - — .
. . . - ’
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s . .
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& Getting qun To Writing

-

. ~
’ - . \t

Remember, what-is important is to share

- ideas, work out your thoughts or
‘create. The journal is not so muth a «
point-by-point des&ription of your
daily activities as how you think and
feel about them. For example, don't
Jjust Timit yourself to saying:

.
b
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You see? 'You already 'know what you did- '
Put the events of your life' in a context .
“of thinking and feeling, evaluate them .
aslittle bit. Did the exper1ence changex

you, affect you in some way or give you"

a special insight? How do ydu feel

about the situation? What do you

think about it? What effects do"you - ;
predict the experience will have ¢n 'your
»future actions? Learn from what you __ °*

.

write. The journal will inform you only

to the dégree that you inform it.

Discover -what is interesting to you by

writing it down. Concentrate on yQur
»,reactions, your. observations .and- your

Judgment§ about’ what's happgp1ng to you. |
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" For examp]e expand the situation shown on the preced1ng page in terms of

how you might think and feel about it, and you will have someth1ng Tike .

the sample entry below. ' . h
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* What's Expected

o~
< Lt s

‘It is hoped that your-journal will be 'very much "you," inside and
out. .The following requirements, however, can help give you a
sense of cont1nu1ty and organ1zatlon ’
Use a spec1a1 notebdok or b1nder wh1ch you keép only for %
Jjournal writing and save all your entries. ~The notebook will
help you keep everyth1ng in one place so you and your correSpon-
. dént can see yhat you've written before. .You should turn in .~
- the ‘entire journdl <o your correspondent with each new entry:

Fs
)

You arewrespons1b1e for your Journal. ' Ly

N 7 . . .

: Don't lose it! ‘

Turn in your Journal each week. While your correspondent
has your journal, you might find it important to keep notes
to-enter when your Journal is returned. ’
Remember, your correspondent is another person who is
1isten1ng to you with an open mind. “Try not to waste
anybody's t1me--most 1mportant1y yours--with tr1v1a
Your Journal entries should cover at least'two full
-pages for each week. Once you become involved with the
process, “howeyer, you w111 probab]ysgo beyond this minimum.

0O

WHAT CAN QOME OF IT. D
- S L T ae

You can eXpect two Kinds of growth to result from wr1t1ng“
regu]ar]y in your journal. First, your writing ability will .
improve, simply because you will be wr1t1ng often . -

ATso, your ability to understand your exper1ences will ‘deepen,

both from the redular-act of .reflecting on and writing about what's
happening to you and from the interaction between you-and your
correspondent. Your correspondent will be reading: your journal in
. a serious attempt to understand what you mean, not in order to
criticize or even evajuate your writing. If your correspondent is
. honestly puzz]ed by someth1ng you write, -he or she may sometimes
ask you to be more clear in your expression. But the journal.
should be a sincere dialogye between two people trying to
understand each other.




.

Getting On With |t\...~Hints And Tibs.

% ) . . )
If your mind reaches a blank space and .you feel therew

is nothing to write about, take a look at the ideas
on the.next few pages. .. .
. ~

You may find something there that will turn on your'
If not, make ‘something up.- You,can learn a lot about yourself
from the~simple process of trying to put words onto paper. That's
what “creation is all about--taking feelings and thoughts that
might be drifting anywhere and finding something about them that
‘\pulls. them together. into something-you can give shape to, whether
it's just words strung out on paper, stories about what's happening
0 you or what you,dream about. If.you put your own time and <
ergy intq it, that's creagion. - ) S .
- IT IS IMPORTANT THAT YOU DON'T LEAVE YOUR JOURNAL BLANK.
% Your mind 'is never empty. Even when you think it is
% there are things floating in there-doing things to you. -
'V?\\\Ask yourself questions. What's-hanging you up? ‘write

imagination.

about it. You might find out something new... .

‘e,

“

b
i
!
.
]
| .




There are many ways -to. 1ook at yourse]f to show fee11ngs to react to

the world and your experiences. « Just because your journal will be mostly o

before, do i

. ' you imagine’

-in words, don't limit yqur expression to just one style or‘form every time _ -
~ you write.

If yoy haven!t exper1mented with dnfferent forms of wr1t1ng
t now. *Try writing in the form of a poem, a dialogue in which -
both sjdes of,a discussion,-a'pTay, a speech, an ypterV1ew or

- a dream.. -Try writing as if.in the past or the future. . You may prefer to

write in prose (that's what you're read1ng r1ght now) or stream of o
consciousness (writing \down exactly what ois going on in your here and now *
without usinga regular sentence structure, punctuation, 1og1ca1 sequences

-and_ so forth) N

¢

. Whatever form feels comfortable to you, remember your original purpose of"
reflectsing on your experiences and c]ar1fy1ng your react1ons to them.

For examp]e

&
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This student is using the journal entry to help her understand her sgemotional
react1ons to a changing job situation: . ,
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If you are not sure how to go about wr1t1ng a poem,gqread a fey poets ’
, » (maybe your correspondent can help with suggestiony) and get a fee11ng
for‘their- rhythms and ideas. Then write a poem of’ your -own.

A dia]ogze can take ‘severdl d1rect1ons + You can hold a conversat1on

with another part of yourself that you don t show to most people, or
you can 1mag1ne a dialogue’ with your correspondent. ¥You may report an
actual conversation you have overheard or, taken part in. Or you can
create two imaginary characters’ and~report a conversatton. Think of -
what you would most 11ke to«do after you f1n1sh scheo]




¢ ’ v
Imagine. a dialogue betwgen you as a job appligcant and an interviewer for that
job. -Think of the thing you could say that would be most 1likely to get you
hired. Now reversé roles: you're the interviewer--what do.you want in a
prospective employee? Try doing the dialogue in the form of 'a cartoon or

.comic Strip. Try writing your own play with setting and directions. ~

Interview someone abbut something you are interested in learning about.
Be sure to have some Guestions and ideas ready for the person you're
going to be interviewing. It will be mainly your responsibility

to keep the interview going. {If you have trouble .taking good N
- notes, a tape recorder,will be a helpdhere.})’ . .

Or you may want' to try to pretend you are something.
,Be that thing and write about how you think and feel.

Tmagine yeu are the sea, a caterpillar, a o

cigarette, '‘a garbage can, a tree, a marble. Then °

describe what you see, hears; feel, do. B

Or just ¥t aside a ten-minute Period, -. ¥
concentrate on the sounds, thoughts,: -\
feelings that come into your mind

and write down as mucth as you :

¢an. '

See if you can discover

other .forms- of .
“expressing yourself in

writing. Experifientl,

And if you run ou{ of

ideas, lookson the

following

pages.




"YOUR COMMUNITY PLACE - , —

The Place R I (:::) ' <K: 3137
[ ] What is pleasing about your . ' . o
—J neighborhood? T . ) . .

What is diStasteful about it?

Rebuild your neighborhood so that it

d
fits your view of the ideal. . l

LI

Describe your response -to your’
surroundings at different times of
the day (i.e,, sunrise, noon, sunset, FH——=

night) .’ . i
o . PO -
Le ‘ ) —_/—_/Jy"h
The People . . =] e ———
® s T = - E—
[:] What do people in your neighborhood
believe in? What are they prejudiced .
"< about? How do they show these - : B RO

values?

-

&
LT
»

-

[:] What kinds of work do you see?
Which can you do? HWhich do
you-Tlike? - .

[~y . 8

.[:] Interview some ‘people in your

neighborhood. Find out about their
past, present-and planned future.
Try to describe their lifestyle,’
their dreams. Discuss why you
think they made the choices they
did. .

.Mhat's Happening =

[:] What neighborhood activities-do .- -
you: enjoy? . - SO

do together to make your community
a better place .to iive?.

= I—_‘I What could you and yo% neighbors

. . .. S




\ .
Then What...

- -Have you ever workeﬂ’1n {ohr community? -What kinds of jobs were
you able to figd? /. |

;

.. /

Do you think more jobs should be available for youth in your
communaty? what k)nds of Jobs? o

7 .o

-

/ .o . \
Describe your view of a perfect job. Where would it be? What
would you be doing? How much money would you make? What inds
of people would your employers be? How wou]d you-relate t your

.fellow employees?
= \

»
T
.

I your opinion, how does what you are learning at school relate
to future employment? Do'you feel you are being prepared for
getting a job? Are there any suggestions you have which wpu]d
make you feel Q’tter*prepared?

Write a story about a
person who is unhappy
in his or her job.

Try to solve the
problem in a realistic
manner,

[ ] .
How do TV images of «
careers and life
compare to the way
people live in your
community? - What kinds
of similarities and
differences do you
see?

Interview one of your?

parents and a neighbor

about the work they

do. How-do they feel’

aboyt their job? . Howj

would they chande "
- things if they could? -

iy
$
4
&




" Ideas, Ideas

[ ) <
. )

YOUR SCHOOL PLACE . °
The Place

-

Describe hqw your school Tooks. How do you think the place
contributes to your learning .experiences? How would you change /it

if you could? "« L. ;
The People “. o .

) R 1
Describe someone in your school that you care about. ..
What kinds of problems do you have in school? How did they get to
be problems? Who could help? How? . ,

whaﬁingappeniggf . \!

L8

Has some new iﬁterest developed for yoﬁ'lafely? Are you.ﬁbnki@g

fon any special projects? How do-you feel about them?

&

7 Describe a recent day in school. . Describé_ah ideal day.

> . ‘i
1 X =

-

Then What... = SN

-

What's worth.knowing? How do you
knqw? Why qo you think so?

De‘gﬁf‘ibe how you would teach a
class for a week im a subject you
choose. What-activities would .
you plan? Why? . Try choosing one .
class you'like and*one that yqu '
don't, ) :

Discuss the value of the subjects
in which you are now enrolled.
How does, the content of these ™
courses relate to your present
and future plans? What would
make it better?

List your éﬁbjects in order of
prefg;ence, and discuss why you
ordered ‘them that way.: '

« , . . e .
. !




- ldeas, Ideas, Ideas

R [ 0 . :
2 oo . . . . )

a’. [} :
> YOUR PERSONAL PLACE R ) ‘
Describe- your SELF from as'many points of view as you can. .

. * « : ' . .
Discuss -a response” you've had to some recent media experience (TV
program, newspaper art1c1e music, movie, ‘ett.).

Discuss your persona] react1on to a recent rap session you've had,

.

with (a) friends, (b) parents, (c) correspondent,
(e) a stranger. . <

@

N

(d) other teachers,

]

Develop-a thought or idea you have

Anytﬁing goes'.

14

®

] Step -outside yourself and descr1be YOU as if you were a stranger just

meet1ng you. . -,

¥



L

J”» O T

N

* ¢ pe—

Get into any kind of, emot1ona1
ﬁQ§ponse you have exper1enced

(i.e., anger, sadness, happiness,
etc.), and describe it with color

and life.

Do you *like being alone? What do you
most like to do when you are alone?

Discuss your hopes and fears, strengtfs
and weaknesses. What relationship
these have, to yourflife?

wr1te down a dream or a faniasy* ou've |
had recently. Analyze its meaning - °
to you.

Do you have a bet’ Describe/its
personality and your relati nsh}p with

dt.

Put yourself in its pYace and

‘Tife.
. vl

.

déscribe yourself and a d

What kind of re]at1onsh1

n your

<

with natdré -

»

dg you have? If 'you coyld speng your time anywhere in the world,
where would you go and hy? What_would you'do once you‘got there?,
D1stuss someth1ng you diislike® Try to dec1de what it-is within
yourse]f thdt makes 'youf feel as you do ab0ut 1t

[
U

laxing.
L, too!

Develop a method for ré Give d1rect1ons S0 that _your

correspondent can try i

- -

o % &

jou are the hero or heroine. Try to relate
oyment you hope to experience.

o~

Write a story in which
the story to.future éwp

.

ONCE.

15
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. BE
YOURSELF

v

Writing a Journal

-

THINK  ABOUT
YOURSELF

-AND - WHAT
YOURE Poing

>

DO  WHAT
You
ALWAYS 00 .
)
RAPPING
WITH
‘ PE.OELE
SEEING
NEW
THINGS +
BEF

DOING ¢

NEW
THINGS

TRUST
YOUR: -
e @

CORRESPONDENT

~

TRANSLATE YOUR
THOUGHTS AND

READ OR LISTEN
TO WHAT.YOUR |

CORRESPONDENT
HAS TO SAY

3

FEELINGS

! INTO WORDS

. -,

@ K

LIVE -* wiite
¢ LEARN ¢ © doma
SOME MORE - ,ld‘:‘bi-

g

“y
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i : Purpose of the Study

communication events’ of the presldentlal race. Re\ortedly, an average of 85

v million people watched each cf the three debates which took up a total ‘of

. . .

fou{ and a half hours of air time. Several-media coﬁmentators claimed that

the debates coptributed heavily to political learning and voting decisien-making .

¢ .

among those members of the public who Mad nqt yet madé a presidential choice.
4 \ * v .
Along with the .media and various pollsters, 'social scientists hgve followed

- ’

the debates closely. They have analyzed the effects of the debates on the au-  ° ‘

dience, focusing primarily on how the public 'evaluated the candidates’ performances.
. They havealso investigated whether viewing the debates produced attitudinal
- . I3 . .

changes among viewers, and whether .the attitudes resultin from perceptions of

)

. . - <
.

¢ the.debate had any impact on voting 1ntent10ns _Researcher hage suggested for

efhmpie, that the‘1976 presidential debates have had a rela ively minor impact "\

on thi,candldate nreference and party loyalty of voters.? It| has also been sug-
gested that the debates did iittle to change the/;é{dence of \campaign rssues.3
. ’ . f! » ) ) ‘

f\k Although many-other frﬂﬁlngs from debate studies are ‘as\yet unreported,

- "\ . one- can already perce1ve‘a number of, 51m11ar1t1es between the indings from the

N Ford- Carter debates and those from.the Kennedy-leon debates. -Katz and Feldman,

B

in summarlzlng varlous f1nd1ngs presented in 3 reader about the Kennedy leon

-

debates, concluded that, the prlmary effect of the debaté% was to re1nforce

\

. 'exastlng candidate preferepces; there 'was no 51gn1f1cant difference in atti-
n * ~ 4 P . -
tud1naL change>among viewers and non~viewers. These tentatlve conclusions are

also: suppofted by the study reported in this, paper. (// : _ .

(‘

-

. .
A ] ‘. -,

\ /Whlle these findlngs are 1mportant and of great interest to the pub11c asj
a -0
we

¥
I} as the partles and cand1datesf a more fundamental effect of such a .

- .
. .

~a
¢
)
&




. 4 . . B PR -
significant political communication event -- its impact on political learning

by the publiq--'has not received much attention from researchers. As was ,clearly
stated by representatives of the League\of Women Voters which arraqgéd the debates,
) ’ . .

the major rdtionale for televised debate§ was, to help the public to be b&tter °

informed about the candidates and their stands on major issues so that the

- 1Y
+ ’ . < s . o . .
oL e individual voters could make a sound voti g'decision. 5 . '

N . 2 . -
1

\ ’ Evidence from

‘

previous studies demonstrates that public ‘awareness of. the B '
{ . .
- b R N
v candidates' views and the parties' stands 9 various issues increases‘as a re-
sult of campaigning. Ben-Zeev and Whi%é found that °, as the 1960 campaign pro-

.

A gressed, there was a decline ih the percentage of people who said that they-did

*

. . s s 7
% in knowledge of the policies of the parties durling the 1959 election in Britain. <

— 4

3 ]
of the Kennedy-Nixon debates. ;o ' L o "

Lot '. In this paper, the overall effect of the 1976 presidential debates on the #4.°

general campaign learning. Further, and more impbrfantly,’we have identified

-

- several factors which\are linked to iearning and which explain individual dif-

v .
i -
.

ferences* in the amount of learning'from the debates, Obvibusly,'léarning is not P

a monolithic process. We néed to know under what circumstances it is likely to,

[} L) - . N
~ . o

occur and what fagtbrs produce differential learning. This study seeks to*

’ e

4

contribute to this.important area of knowledgde. ) ‘ e -
3

’ “ A

- - [ o " 0 ~ ' . .
. »
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' Hypotheses

" P} . P
In the natural communication environment, exposure to mass media messages

-

. [l

is mostly voluntary and a matter of individual choice;ZThis means that exposure to

the first presidential debate on television was a matfer of free chojce for mokt

¢

embers of the teleV151on audience. This was also true for continuation of ex-

PR

posure and reetposure to the same or subsequent debates and to the reports about
N ﬁ . TN
the debates in other sources of- informatiolf; such as newspapers, news magazines, °

4
, Ly . N ) ...
or_radio. If exposure and learning are matterg'of free choice, then the factors which (/

e
- .

led to this choice need to be 'gxamined. An obvious assumption is that attention

is g;wen initially and continueusly-to materials which are congment with or

- satisfy pr*iispositions.9 Put in another way, those individuals who chose to

. \ ’
_expose themselves frequently to the television debates and/or to reports about
. ’ ’ . - )
. the debates in other media, did so because they sought certain gratifications
T .- J

from these experiences. , . .o

] N . K

Emphasis on the initiative of the audience brings into central focus the im- o

portance of considering the social-psychological attributes of individual audience

+

members, if the effects of the debates in producing poiitical learning are to be

understood. Among.many possible attributes q{ the audience that might be investi-
- - N R
gated in this regard, we have focused on two predispdsitional factors--one's B -

i

- »

’

interest in the preézdentiai race,and one's knowledge or familiarity with the -

. L4

campaign issues and candidate qualifications and issue stands prior to the" debates.

s
< \

Interest in ‘the 1976 election campalgn in genera], and in the pre51dent1a1

o . -~ <

debates in partlcular, is con51dered to reflect a complex .aggregation of motives

~

@

that orient a _person to exposing herself/hlmself to the debates and related re-

/ . . '

ports Further, the degree of 1nterest and attentlveness to political information i

N~

is probably due to personal and soc1a1 fattors which existed, for the most part,,

“ . . .
. ‘. <. -  ,
. . i R L. N . . [
LI M - v . ‘e h
N . . .

’ ¢ v
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prior to exposure “to the debates. Since interest and expoSure are apparently -
4 > . " 3 s

correlated preexisting interest "leads to exposure. Exposure, in turn, may
rd - - .

eex1st1ng,1nterest. Since a correlational relationship

N -~

’ r

sustain or strengthen

¢

n this study in which a clear time order is established between'

(. two. . However,:

0

s ‘ 1nterést levek before the debates and learning from the debates, we can examine .
/. —
the causal effect of 1nterest on exposure to the debates and on the level of

-
»

.

learning from the debates. N
The second importagt aspect of individual predisposition that.is considered ‘ |
\ to have causal .infMerice on one ] learning from the debates is one's knowledge
XNOW_cdsC

<
o ot

* land familiarity with the candidates and issues prior to the debates It is gen-

]

e
accepted that individuals-differ in their knowledge,patterns and that,
\
even within the samé individual, patterns vary in complexity, depending on the
nature of particular issues and their salience to the indivldual An 1ndiVidual’ ' '

perceptual structure is detez‘ned by previous‘ learning and allows the individual ¢

to prOcess and retain 1nformation more effect1vely Without any, preex1st1ng frame-
-+ ’ M !;
“work or knowledge regarding the candidates and- issues,’ the debates and 1nformation

regarding the debates would be extremely dlfflCult; to process This would begarticu- :

-

. larly true for the mbre specific and detdiled information about complex issues.

R }”The above considerations enable us to predict that.those who were more in-'7
3 o LN ¢ L . . {
. terested .in and\bbtter informed about the ‘candidates and -issues and the related

aspects of the 1976 ,campaign prior to the debates, were easier to reach and were

-
- S - '

. able to learn more from, the debates—than thosé whose interest in the electiom and

knowledge about candidates’ and issues was lower While the overall information

s - D *

-~ 1eve1 coﬂld have increased- for all mempers of the debate audience, the gap between )
. . ’
the knowledgelrich*and.knowledge-poor was likely to Temain stable, or to grow, ,-
_ . rather .than diminish in the weke of the debates. ~~ ', ' . . -
’ . PR PR i - - -
ﬂ” | [y ’ 0 ; ’ ’. -
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We were able to examlne these questlons in depth because we had closely

\

- observed political learnlﬁg by, four small panels of voters totalling 164 in- .

. - .
-

'.3 d1v1duals, over thé perlod of an entire year. This encompassed all phases of the -

~

o

1976 pr851dent1a1 campaign, from the pre-primary dax; in January 1976; through
il .

. . », .
the, primaries, the conventions, the post-convention phases, including the debates,
. ‘ . ' ) .

to the election and "the immediate. postlelection‘period.

L

! Members of the four panels were selected from alrandomly drawn sample of

reglstered voters in Evanston (2 panels), a suburban communlty near Ch1cago,

in metropolitan Indianapolis, Indiana,.and‘in Lebanon, New Hampshire, a small .

‘New;England town. The final sample was drawn to assure a-balance of demographic
- iy e . . s e
characteristics ‘to represent various levels of interest in politics, availability

of time for news consumption, and attention to print and/or electronic media.
SN - 7 N
The findings of debate learning presented in this paper are based on the ex-.

periences of 21 members of our panels who were select¢d . for especially intensive
y “ :
analysis. Slnce ﬁvanston is pr1mar11y a, pnlver51ty town, with 11tt1e 1ndustry, the .

’ ~ L]
7educat10na1 level runs higher than national averages. The‘descrlptlve data*from

.

the panel as a whole on the extent,d?*interest/knowledge and learning from the
k'

debates should be 1nterpreted in light of this fact Téstlng of the main hypotheses
X 4 )

and examlnatlon of relatlonshlps among var1ab1es - however, should not be serlously .

., biased by the,hxgher;than average educational level of our sample. T

. A comparisan of responses given to debate-relatéd questions by members of

the intensive-study panel .and by members of the other three panels showed,no'sig-

-

‘ ’ . . . 3. Pl . . ‘
* n1fica§t discrepancies in matters such as 1ssué sa11ence, attent}on to persoral

qua11t1es of the candldates, or fluctuations in vot1ng plans.lzThe same was true

Y < . ~

* . when we compared responses by our panel members with equivalent responses by

. 13
Gallup and Roper pdll interviewees throughogt 197s. This gives us confidence

'that. our respondents do not differ significantly in their political ledrning be-
. -~ .

"havior from general population samples:'Intensive,stuﬂy of their political learning
. . ’ . o « °
behaviors should reveal general pattérns found comnonly among voters with similar

.o .
1earn1ng propensities. 14‘ ) ‘ ( . . ‘
Q - - ‘;‘ ’ v / o - 3
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. characteristi¢s. The latter two gave

information for particular respondents.”
self-assessment and objective measures.

**The de51gnatnons 1nd1cate completion of degree *equ1rements

[

1mpact on.frequenc1es of political discussion.

lues to the availability of mass media
Scores weee based on a combination of

L WRR 0ccupat10na1 needs, and social needs related to marital status, had a strong

- ‘ 4 - ) - N ’
¢ /e ' - . N
| | o " ’ . N
Table 1 presents tﬁ.gbackground Characteristics of the intensive study. '
. .  panel ) ’ \ ..
. » , . f . -~ . . 4 . - A
: Table(1}: Background Characteristics of the Intensive Study Panel *
. h - 1y . N ‘
" 8 ¢ ' o \ ° ) “":
.-’y ; . 1
1 ngh Interest--ngh Av 11ab111tx.Group - ‘ . . » .
’ ' Age 'ex’ Eduqatlon Oceqpat{dn Marital Status = =
. 25 M .College . Research Engineer Single" , v
- 38 IM . College . Administrator Married
~ = 45 ([/M  College ' Academic" Married )
. 74 "M _;-College .Lawyer ) Married
‘ 7S~——%,M " Grade Sch. Blye Collar Married _ _ .
2, High Interest--Low AVyllabllltY Group . . i
' 28+ | F. College Home/Child Care Mar?ied
- © .28 F College Corporation Exec. -Single d
. - 30 F  College Job/Home/Child Care  Married | .
) - 33 M - College Government Admin. Mazried .
3 i 36 M College  Editor Married =
3. Low Interest:-High Availability Grodp -~ s
to.es M  College Grocery Clerk 5 Single ° .
' : 46"\ F  High Sch. Dress Shop Owner Married - ’
- 50 F College ‘Homemaker Widowed
) 65 F . High Sch. Bookkeeper Widowed
' 78 F High,Sch. Homemaker / Widowed 7
4: Low Interest--Low Availability Group i VY
. . " . 0 oo 3
23 M High Sch. Hospital Clerk Single
2T M College - Retail Sales . Single
¢ ;28 F High Schy  Insurance Clerk Single
36 F High Schy Nurse . Married
.56 F 3rd Grade . Maid Widowed-
. f‘62 M College Plant Manager Married -
*Group a551gnments are based on repliés to nine questions wh1ch ascertained _
, interest and partlclpatldn in politics #id- media use ‘patterns and life style
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‘o Members of the Evahston intensive study panel were personally 1nterv1ewed

>

tef times throughodf the electlon year. The 1nterv1ews, whldh ran between one ‘

<

| . and two-and-a-half hdurs. in length, were “tape- recorded Most questIons were opent

- endedcand desiéned o permit the respondent to formulate the major outlines of
¥4 N
- the questions as she\o he perceived themJ These hroad questions were then followed
~ . '
by more focussed ques& ons de51gned to get commentary from a11 respondents in the

!
e * »

same knowledge areas. Ty elicit as broad a Tesponse as p0551b1e probes and follow- -up

-

questions were unlimited| Probes routirely qsked\for the rqasons which had
L4

- - prompted ‘particular ansxg S.

The‘members”of the \ntensive pagel also completed daily diaries throughout the
. i ' ! ° ' \

*
v

X 4

the mass media or through fsonal contacts. They were instructed to egter 3ny .

dews story which they remém ered at the time set a51de for d1ary compfetlon- not1ng

’ - 13

brlefly the main theme, the

LI .

urce ,sthe length of the story, the reasons for their
§ . ‘ v

IR s

L 1
- e

\ . v . .
. 1nterest in the story, and their reaction to it. A minimum of 30 minutes was

r / “ \ ,' ?\ ' » ( ) . )
.. to elapse between story etposure and»diary entry to allow normal forgetting processes

u

o~

to-operate. In most 1nstances, Qh actLal 1nterVa1 was four hours or more. In

- N < i :

additiofi, members of the intensiv

\fanel were questloned during each 1nterv1ew about

A - an array\of twenty to thirty news terles which had been covered by the news-

[ 4 . \ 3 P’ R
papers and/or television news progr to yhich‘they normally paid attention., -

Coo- ‘e o L e -.\\ . f/. \ “ " - '
To detect p0551b1e sen51tlzat£bn effects whzch might result from the
repeated 1nterV1ews ang d1ary-keep1ng, several checks were run using respondents
. “a 'Y - ”

who had not, been~1nc1uded in the four pa%els. Recall of stor1es was scored on a

four p01nt scale, ranging from\d for "nong" to four for "a lot." The 1atter ratlng

wis awarded whenevér respondents ¢ould spontaneously relate three or ‘more majof as-

~ . \‘
g%} pects of a news story. Comparlsons of the m%an recall sﬁores showed no significant

differences between the panel meambers-(x =“2 3 points ) and the control group. -
‘\
(x = 2.4 points) based on responses about kndwledge of randomly selected specific

-~ » . - ' . 7
Tecent news stories. (p£.05). N g . T
. 'n . -

The Teason for the small samole, of” cour%;, is the.desire to 1nvest1gate ',

ERIC - . S Tl
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tﬁeﬂp litical learning process iptensively, over an extended period of time. The

. intensive natures of the investigation, which demanded close and prolonged monitor-
’ . L

ing of the 1nformatlon supply of’speclflo respondents, collectlng daily diaries,

- . . . .t

’

and researching life style detgils of pane1 members, made it mandatory to 1;m1t ,

the njmber of respondeﬂts un?er study. The-reward of this intensiye effort'is far

&

more fintimate knowledge of respondents,than-is ordinarily possible. This knowledge

* M Le
v

. . . _ ) e ‘
is egsentidl in putting their verbal responses and, their learning behaviors into

¢ L]

apprdpriate contexts. R

ye
* ¢

» * .
- . - i

The key Var}ables of the present study were assessed through~the following

[

multL-item scores: . o , - .

.INTEREST° The level of interest in tﬁe 1976~e1ection', the candidates, and

, .

the§ issues throughout the pre-debate month% was measured by the frequéncy of

eldction stories in each respondent S dlaﬁres We assumed that 1nc1u$10n of

D
* i

stdries 1n a respondent s é:Z%r%s reflected their sa11ence to the respondent at

.

‘\‘.

thd time of writing. Hence, we.believe that the freguency of election stories in

-

-~ -

-the diaries provides an effective and re1iab1e measure of a respondent's cumu-

Y

e 4
- - !

-lgtive 1nter%stkleve1 prlor to the debates. ° - " N

KNOWLEDGE The extent df knowledgé and fam111ar1ty with the- cand1dates and

-

ssues”prior to the debates was‘ssored by the extent, of recall of election stories
-~ ., - | . 'S

. e [ 4

n response to questions in each of the interYiews,-starting in February, 1976. When

J * - ' .
the KNOWLEDGE scorgs were compared®with the respondents' specific knowledge-of

candidate Quallflcatlons and campaign 1ssues, as measured after the pr1mar1es, these-

e

.

. 'tweasures correlated with each other slgn1f1cant1y ('r= 65; p_< 001)

L]
P

: " DEBATE LEARNING. In assessxng the respondents' learnlng from the debates,
either through te1eV1slon ofvthrough other sources, four questlons were asked

shortly after the second debate and again after the last: Thex were (1) "How :I .
@ - B [} " /

much d1d Ypu learn from the debates about Ford/Carteﬁ’"(”T‘Hownmch

'
- hd N - .
4 | . s, L /

- . ’ -

A3

‘
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o

dlgfyou 1earn from the debates about the candldates' issue stands’" %o) .

"What spec1f1c.th1ngs about Ford/Carter.dad you learn from the debate’"'and _
(4)'W&mt epetlflc knowledge did you.galn in terms of'each candidate’ s 1ssue:
-stands?" The f1rst two items were asked to measure\the respondent's self-" -

~—
-

assessment of her/his,learning‘from eaoh of the‘debates. THe third and fourth

>
M L]

items measured the actual knowledge of the respondent about candfdate quali-

flCathHS and issue stands that had been covered during the debates preced1ng the

1ntervrew. The self—assessment measures“and the ob;eotlve test of loarnlng correlated
. »

by"r .68 (pg -001) for issue 1earn1ng and by r— 62 (p&, 001) for candldaté 1earn1ng

TV EXPOSURE: The ettent to which the respondents etposed hemselves to

each of the live telecasts;oi the presidential ‘lebates was measured\by six

.
’ o - ]

s levels ;—none(l), less than 30 minutes (2), 30;45 éinutes (3), 45-60 minutes (4),

v

-

. , < . y .
- 61-75 minutes (5) and more thdn 75 minutes (6), The sum of the scores for the- -

« P . F .’ .. * M’
three presidéntial debates'was'computed for each respondent's degree of exposure
. \ N
to the presidential debates on televisior. - C oy A
PRIOR ATngUDE To check for a posslble re1at10nsh1p between ‘one's att1- -

Y

'

tude towards the two candldates prlof to ;he debdtes and the extent of exposure

to the teieV1sed debates, as we11 as 1earn1ng,from the debates, we examlned

-
answers to a series of questions posed aft the conventions. Respondents had
been asked to use a seveg-polnt scale to 1nd1cate various degxees of agreement or ‘

disagreement with the following four statements: (1) “Ford/Carter, as Pre51-
& .

.

. . -

dent , could be trusted." 2 Ford/Carter has-the kind of personality a President
. - -
ought to hayve." (3)"Ford/Carter as'Pre51dent would reduce unemplovment " And N

-
’

\
4 "Ford/Carter, as, Pre51dent would make the government run bet¢er and make

it more efficient." The respondent s composite score from these four items is
P ¢ N . °

used as a measure of her/his attitude toward Ford and Carter prior to (the debates.

v \

2 ’ .
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o, Findings ; )
. As méﬁéioned earlier, the primary purpose of this study is- to explor®
. A M \ )

the overall effects of the 1976 presidential debates on pelitical learning ,

- . -

-

.
3

+* * and to investigate. the factors that caused oy contributed to the individual

.1 s 7. . . ‘ L X
~ “di€ferencés in learning from the debates. We have hypothesized two prédispositional

%
.

factorg-- prior interest level , and the level of familiarity and knowledge regarding

o theiéandidates and issues which individuals’had already acquired before the de-

.
-

!

bates.~¥e also_investigated the relationships of a few demographic variables -- -

. [N

.. -age, sex, education-- to the level of interest and knowledge and the patterns of

learning from the debates.

LR * -

. -

. The results from the study are reported below under three'headings. These‘are
(1) the respondents’ overall Treagtions to.the debates, includfné attendange pat-
terns and 1earning reported from the debates; .(2) "the reIationsbip between pre-debate"

R interest: and . knowledge, and debate learning; and (S)fthe effects of age, r

sex,'and education’on‘Learning from the'debates.' -

. . :
- . ® - * -
. N *

The Responden}s' Overall Reactions to the Debates o \ S

P . LN
/ » Among our 21 respondents, 6 did not watch any portlon of the f1rst debate. .
*  _Seven respondents did not watch any of the second and the third pres1dent1a1 « 2

debates. Two respondents skipped all three debates. Only 2 respondents hadra

' perfect debate attendance recotd for the pres1dent1a1 debates'by watch1ng a1l °

. » <

three 1n Cﬁe;r ent1rety S1xteen respondents watched the’ bulk of -at least oné€
debate, four of~§hese watched two debates entirely. The\pr;mary Teasons for

sklpplng the te1ev1sed encounters were conflicting dut1es and engagements \\'

[ 4 ., <

at the t1me of the telecasts. Only two panel members, cited lagk of interest

* . -

< as the pr1mary-reason for missing thg television perfarmance. How%per, ‘
/7 t" ' . T

s -
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the fact that other-engagements were allowed to supersede the debates in so many

L4

instances casts some doubts on the strength of our respondentsf commitment to

. \ * 2
attentron to the debate event. . )

o N -
} ' - R

" Most of our respondents expressed some degree of dlsappolntment about the way

the debates were handled. Primarily they, complained about poOr performance by .

x, B Y . IS

‘ .
the candldates, too much Structure and lack of spontaneity'ln the debate ' format .

‘or redundancy of questions raised during the debates' with previously available
information. Unfavorable Treactions declined slightly for the second and” third

debate. While 17 out of 21 respondents had expressed disappggntment about the .

3
..

o . ) . .- : . .
first debate, only 10 and 7 respectively did so for the second and third'debage.

%The reasons for less dissatisfaction may be better performance on all scores during -

[

theolater debates or the audience may have become reconciled to the format of

N
~ “

the debates and: to the cand1dates performances so that the gap between expectatlon

-

and’ performance had closed dovn. *The tape transCrlpts support the 1atter reason.

"y correspond1ng pattern was found in the respondents' self-assessment*of
£l
learning from the debates about “key .election issues and‘the candldates' p051tlons
N X v AR Ahad
on the issues. In the first debate, where expressed dissatisfaction had been high,

-

none of the respondents reported-legrning anything new. In the sgcond debate,
however, complaints decréased and the number reporting no new issue lé¥rning was
reduced to 9. In the th1rd‘debate, the' number” reportlng no new 1earn1ng rose to

.15, but remained Below the first debate non~1earn1ng,f1gure As ment10ned the c1051ng
A B

-y

® Wy
_of”’ the expectataon performance gap may erplaln the cont1nued drop 1n complalnts a

1S
N 2""-1

The tota1 number of spec1f1c issues or candrdate stands on 1ssues wh1ch weré

Q

-

mentloned by the respondents was 34 for all three debates, an average of'1 6 issues

. ]

9.
per respondent Measured aga1nst ‘even the most. modest expectatlons o thlS is a

poor 1earn1ng rate. Our expectatlons are’ based on the assumptlon that an’ attentlve

. v . ~
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, Y . .
citizen, ir a presentatf\js_on geared to her/his interest and level of understanding,‘
. . . .

shogld be able to recall at least one out of every 100 issue,mentions, especially when

many issues were covered repeatedly. A total of 166;questions was asked in the .
» R . o
three debates. Coding up to three 4%sue mentions for ‘each response, 297 issue
. - [N Al

mentions occurred, covering diverse aspects of 26 issues. Nearly half the issues *

- ' ’

were mentioned more than 10 times Yet the 1% learning rate , which would .have
S, . -

meant an average of 3. 0 statements reflecting Issue learning, was not achieved
Learning from the debates about the personal qualities of the candidates was

greater than issue learning. Approximately half of the respondents said that they

» >

learned something about Ford and Carter from each of the three debates. The total

'

number of specific personal qualities of the two candidates which were elu-

cidated by the three debates, as judged by our respondents, was almost double{the' .
. . {- . -
number of specific issues and issue stands that they had learned. A total of %1 .

qualikies were mentioned , for an average of 3.9 qualities learned by each

respondent from the pre51dent1a1 debates The personal qualities of the candi ates

-

‘which the respondent§ reported,related to' their .lodk of sincerity, tension, anxiety,

-
. . .

the way they handled themselves in the debates,ﬂtheir‘articulateness and simiéar

matters. ’ -

-
S .. . £

If~one assumes that the answer to each of the 168 questions in the presidential
L : . e .
debates provided an opportunity td\evaluate the personal and professional - quali-

fications of the candidates, then our respondents had 332 opportunities to Judgéib

o~ o o - «u» - o, ©

bhe'candidates along the dimensions which they had used in preV1ous Jjudgments. Based

-

on these figures, the rate of learning aprt qualities stands,at 1.5 percent. An

extremely modest ekpécation of a 1% learning rate has beén met. Any higher ex-- "
QU * - v

pectations or hopes , as expressed by people who view the democratic.process

) ) ) . N . . “. « -. et .
,optimistically, are disappointed. . ‘e




chose to watch,all or part of the gebates? Considering 'that the information about

)

- the debates was also available from other sources,’' such as radio, newspapers, . ,

and news magazines, it conceivably could be inconsequential'whether the original

’

. Tt ‘' N - ! M
- television medium ‘was used. We found that the relative length.of,television €Xpo-

0

" ) sure and the overall learning about the candidates and issues 'wer€ positively ‘o,

.and 51gn1f1cant1y related The’ correlation coeff1c1ent %etween television watching
A Y .

"and issue learning was .60  (p< .001) ‘when . learning was judged from self-assess-

s
h 0 t \
. .

ment and 4i‘(§_(’. OS) when measured by specific issues @entioned by the respondents.
- The telev151on exposure was also posztively related to the respondents' learning , :
e o e
about the candidates (r-’SS B< OS) when learning was measured’ by sel‘%sessment,
and r=.45(p.£ 05)when measured by specific qualities reported. “This shows ciearly'

that the length of actual television watching significantly affected overall -

’  learning from the debates. Whatever public learning did occur from the debates

’ -

-- and We have indidated that it was a discernible,: yet modest.aﬁountrt came pri- .

marily from yelevision.
- ’ 4 >

Pre-Debater Interest/Knowledge and.Debate Learning - s
. i '
i -

The finding that the debete‘period was a time of increased learning is further

supported by analysis of the trends-in.the interest level in the months prior to “

the debates. Figure 1 depicts the percentage of election-related stories out of -

i ~

‘. L N4 - . . o
s the total ‘number of news items which the respondents recorded in their diaries,

plottedfmonthlyi it demohééiétéé Fhaththe overall interest’lgzél éérrespondeé

closely with the majer events 'in the campaign precess. bverell aqyeetion‘fo ‘ .

election stories inereased throuéhout the primaries and dropped to the original
. . N

level after ihélprimaries. The attention level rose again(é::;ng the Reﬂublican
. .

-, and Democratic convenﬁions, only to plummet once more af the conventions

Y .
. 7 ’

t -
. . -
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As ‘the presidential debates approached, the subdued interest of the public in the

. . . . - ¢
election revived and reached its highest peak of the electjon season.In the.ab-

N ' 4
! .

Insert Figure 1 about here - .

R .. - B L L il L Kbt ro———r—-

Ny . ' -

sence of comparative data from qttsf years, we cannot assess how much of this rise
< N | I ¢ : ) - ,
) ' must be attributed td ‘the debaté/stimulus, and how much reflected the noxrfmal
/ * L A v
v peaking of* interest in the campaign when the election was near.

‘ "The respondéhts' knowledge and f iLiarify‘Qith the candidates and issues,

. .
A ¢ -

as measured by the extent to which they recalled:election-relatedsnews stories

’

[y

during interviews, followed the same patterns ds observed in Figufe 1. Recall
+ - r

of election stories during the debates increased eonsidefﬁbly, as it had done during

. ) . §

\, the primaries and the conventions. . Lo .

¢

- - - . = . - " = = - - - - -

-
——mm————-——- = ———— - - - -

i

oo , . .
We a@lso found that leafning about issues and candidates\was highly correlated.

0

Those who learned most about issues from the debates, learned most about the can-

Jdidatesgi},well. The correlation coefficient between the two aspects of debate <\\
1 - . \.\f \‘. W . .

learning was .75 (p Z.001) whent both variables were measured by specific inform-

¢ -

%

. . ation‘learned, and .58 fgﬂgi.OOI) when measured by the respondents' subjective

s

assessments. In a similar mannet, the learning about the two candidates from the\_ ~ *

_ debates was closely related . Those who le;;ne& more about Fora as a person also
s ieéiﬁed’more about Carger. (r= .75, E_AL .001). -No selectEVityfﬂas observed in
- - s -~ ) * ) ) *

LT v © ;
either Ford or Carter supporters in their leéarning about the twp candidates as

well as in their télevision exposure and their learning about idsues. <

a y  eeee-- - —————-— - - ——— - - B . )

Insert Table 2 here . v

»

¢« 7
PR

~




i x
Interest

Od)
100

i

L4
FRERCe

Sz
Fas

+

.
£r4
.

y
11

o,
D=
-

T ez

i

. . A
L

e

Tegm

i

i

" 10

r

. wonth,
October

February

2 3

4’

*The interest, level represents the proport10n<of electlon related stories

5

+

8 9

L]

recorded in the respondents' diaries; durlng.each month

.

A

s,

S P

Y

“

«

1
\
l

ca,

-

Figure (1): Trends in Interest in the Eléction, February through October 1976
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. Assessment)

‘I'ssues (# of

Debates

.

>

:Evaluation of Ford

Table (2): Pearson Correlations between Evaluation of
Candidates and Exposure/Learning from the

Evaluation of Carter

Degree of
Exposute to °

TV Debatés- :

Learning; about
Ford (Self-
Assessment) : .
Learning about
Ford (# of .~
Qualities) -
Learning about . ' L
Carter (Self-— )
Assessment). - -
Learning about
Carter (# of .+ -+
Qualities) - .

. Learning +about

Issues (Self-’ «.09 .

Learning about, ' ,

-.12
Issues) .
'o R

I

~.16

f-oOS)

-.07

®

*Slgn1f1cant at the :OS level. All
are not statlstlcally sighificant’

5“ . Q"

other correlat1on cbeff1c1ents

at the .10 level. , Co e

N
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.. As reported in ;;£le 2, favorable or unfavorable evaluation of the two cam

-~ .

- didates prior to the first debafe ‘'did not correlate with the amount of exposure

< .
. to-the debates. Furthermafe, no significant relationship was .observed betweén °
. N 1

the prior~evaiuation of Ford

.
-

debates

.

_Learning-a

A}

4

oerartép»and learning about Ford/Carter after the

%out'the candidapes from the debates was thus not,affected by

the respondents' preexisting attitudes towards the candidates. One exception,

&

[ ] v
however, jis_the ne

-

gative rélationship between prior attitude toward Ford

, and learning about Carter. Those who were more favorable toward Ford réborted

» -
less learning about Carter from the debates. However, this\self-asses§gent was
: A <

R

not Egyh out by our data on actual léarning. We therefore conclude that dctual

~we then tested the data against our original hypo

learning was not influenced by the directionality of attitude toward qhe'tWO

candidates before the debates.

Give

»

n the overall patteris of learning from-the debates

.
. - i <
.o N
.
d

and the develop-

¢t

mental trends of public interest and knowledge throdgh'the pfe-debate months,

[S

-

ship between the two predisposit%gnal factors.-- interest and knowledge-- with

subsequent learning ¥rom the debates. Table 3 shows that the level of interest .
. v v * , N . ..

- P i *
" Insert Table 3 here  ~ ) r
. e mmm i sem e emm—m————————— T, 4

‘

“ in the election prior to the debates

was positively associated with the extent

to which the respondents watched the débates on television and with the various

-

“ymeasures. of leatning about issites and tandidates.

" correlation between prior knowledge and debate learning was found.

+

“

-

Zpre§idential debates was

-

.

i~

[

T

N !

L i ‘ . T
*We can concludg from these-results that learning, from the . .

{

theses reéhrdgng the interr&tation-

'S

-

-

§trénger:\

A similar and even
< .

-

. ~N

)

influenged»by the ‘interest and -
- ‘ % . t

E3 N - [

»
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Table (3): Pearson Correlations between Prior Interest/Knowledge
. and Exposure/Learning from the ] . N
o : ‘ " Debates -
. s ’ ;{' N . - L , s .
. ' Prior Interest— Prioxr Knowledge . .
. ) . N . - - . .
. Degree of ' ;- . e
. . TV-exposure ' "¢~ .35 . .34
4
. | - . -
+ Learning about " . ° e - ® \
_Issues (Self- . ..20 . . 35 - ) .
L. . +Assessment) A . - :
,-<"( N . :r) .
A ) - . -
¢ « . Learning about o *
. Issues (# of o J21 M g .56 o+ S
e Issues) —.-’-’ { - .
_ Learning about . } " e T aak
’ vCandidates . 43 6%
- ‘ (Self-Assessment] ' @ ¢ 5 o _
v 4 . . t *
. Learnin about - . s : 2 é\ .
. ¢ ¢ . ~ . -
v CanT'dates Moot W37 v .67 '
(#, of Qualities) . L P ’
- . . ! Y C e »
) . ) oo “
. B : N ] ‘ ¢ - Seo
Co . e *Slgnlflcant at- the .10 leved .
) ! *¥Sigpificant at the .05 level®
’ 1 - . Y Y .
» ***Significant at the .001'level
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// 'ferential level of knowledge -among vdters. The results clearly “indicate that

!

v ;9 v . ‘; ‘ i‘ d
R . - te "::? . PO ol e LA R ‘ . M *
. . ~ ? L et . . o
LI . ] . v - . --(2 0-- . - - . . , ‘:3 ” .
knowledge that the respondents already possé&ssed prior to the debates. The effeet
\ o~ 2

of the debates onsthe respondents' acqulsrtlon of knowledge were stronger among
I

those who had*!lready displayed a- greater degreq’/f interest and knowledge prior
- % ,
to the debates, thdn among those ‘who had 1ess 1nterest and kn\Bledge about the -

€ lecion. Informatlop transmltted to the publlc through the televised debates N -

’ < B Q l
e1nforced preex1st1ng interest and knowledge, rather than equallzlng the d1f-

»e

" .

the

3

the process’of knowledoe acquisition is continuous awd cumn at1ve yhroughout

electlon year, rather than subJect to sudden changes due to spectadular events

uch ‘as the présldentlal debates. T R .
— . ; . v

N .9 . . . . . N .
The Effects of Age, Sex, and Educatlon on Learnlng L .
" ’ . . .

Haang estabilshed the relatlonshlp between prlor 1nterest and knowledge

¢ > ‘

s

on one' hand and learn1ng from the debates on the~other, e further attempted tof

& -
™
.

explore possible relatton\hlps between iome demographlc and predlsposltlonal char- .

- ‘»9 4
-

acteristics of the respondents and the1r learning from the debates. Table 4 reports

the correlatlon coefficients between age, sex, educatlon and.prlor 1nterest and ’
P .

knowledge before the debates and the 1nd1cators of learnlnp froﬁhthe\ﬁebates

v 3 o <

The table shows that the respondent s age and sex bear.no 51gn1flgant relatlon to

her/hls’§re-debate 1nterest level and "’ knowledge about the' eleotaén. Exoept for-a

bare;y 51gn1f1can negative relatlonsth between advanced age "and learnfn about ': B

spec1f1c issues from|the debates, there is no 51gn1f1cant anfluenoe*on otEér indi-
v . . ; .

cators of learnlng E catlon, on the othe;'hand, 1suslgn1f1cantly related to\one s’

knowledge of election storles prlor to the deJates. Educatlon a so influences 5@gn1f1C¢-

: >

antly the extent LO‘Whldh the respondents 1earned about the 1i7ués and candldate§ from

A

the presidential debates. Educatron, a1though influencing one"s knowledge and
. ; '
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Table (4): Pearson Correiatlons between SexX, Age, Education and o~
N Interest/Knowledge/Learn&fg_f?om the Debates , - « .
Y S " Sex - Age ~ Education ) '
- - - A . N ’
. Prior®Interest .04 . ":; 18 -.01 s
¢ . -”— . » .
4 Prior Knowledge -.21 + -.07 L34 . X
e ¢ 0 'l \ " _ . /
Learning about . o * .
Issues (Self- _.01: . .00 , #3531 )
Assessment-‘) A ) L. :
* i\ N W
.. Learnxng abéut> . P . , ,
JIssues’ (# of .05 -.29 .47 . .
- » Issues) : = .
o : - o s + S
GO . .Learring about - . o e b oN
) Candidates .10 - . .02 .53 . CL
'f‘ F\\' (Self-Assessment) e : » ..
- . > ' b ) -
N .Learning about , - . xx X
Candidates ~ -.08 .03 — .59 : o
/ (# of Qualjties)
-~ . ) '« . T
e » S .
N : — X
PS AR} . ’ “ . . %
- 3 " *Significant at the .10 level - ’ N
: **Significant at the .05 level ‘ A
N _***Significant at the (01 level . . ) :
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. A . )
learning about 4issues and candidates before.and- after the debates, is not sig-,
.' ~ \ . ~ . .

nificantiy related to one's interest level. As with sex andxage, one cannot

predict level of intergst in the election and in the debates from the respondent's

[y
- .

level of education. R

. .o Summary and Conciusions .
s ’ s
The present paper has demonstrad!ﬁ a few ‘empirical bases. frdm which we

“ -

“can assess the impact of the 1976 presidential debates on political learning.

IS

ey

#

7

-~

4

<

. Tore about the candidates as well as the issues.

" the data presented here shed no light.

-

Py

LS

First,, this stydy shows that the debates did produce a measurable impact

‘u

on audience members They. stimulated most of our respondents to watch one or

v

e

. T 1 S
morg of the televised encounters and expose themselves therebx to large doses

of election information.,They‘gontributed\ip°the sharp rise in level of in-

4

terest in the election which occurred early in October. They also led to small
¢ o . N

. . ) . X . .. .
increases . in the audience's knowledge about gandidates and issies. These ef-"

/fects occurred for all’thedrespondents in our panel, regardless of their pre-

debate attitudes towards the presidential candidatest ' A

5

Although the knowlgdge gains were quite modest, they ihdicate that the
audience was still receptive in the final weeks of the long campaign to learning

Whether learning would have

been greater if the debates had occurred eariier in the camE:iFn, of if the,

debate format had been different, remains 4 matter for conjecture”on which ~ -

Nonetheless, these kinds . of questions
3 LI e b ava
ou;ht to receive serious thought priox‘to repeating the 1976 experience in

Ry

" another pre51dent1a1 election.
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Secondly, we found substantial differences in knowledge gain between those

%

~of high interest and knowledge and those of lesser interest %nd knowledge during
. ~ . Y -

f/ . .
the pre-debate period. Those who already knew much about _the election learned more.
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Again, these differences were Unrelated to the respondents' prior attitudes
\waard the cand1dates. The f1nd§ngs about knowledge gains answer an intriguing N

uestion about 1earn1ng incentives and the1r likely consequences. One m1ght O //

) - R

assume that the comparat1ve1y uninformed would have learned. most from the

,

debates because they reallzed that they\peeded add1t10na1 1n£prmat10n Eor them,_ -t ;
e <7 . °
the debates might const1tute a,last chance to catch up on mlssed 1n§ormat10n,
N ‘e

stt 1n time for the election. Slmllarly, one might assume that the comparatively K

¢ N ‘J L : .
well-lnformed maght learn little because they might 1gnore additional election. D
1‘ e ’ ’ ’ ° T N ' ' - ) /’
information, believing that they had a1ready learned much and hence were un-
. . . s

1%ke1y to discover many new th1ngs to’lqarn during the ‘debates. Contrary to

»sdch a pOSSlblllty, the present study supported our 1n1t1a1 hypothe51s that
the learning trends established prior to thepdebates cont1nued throughout the v
° . T ) . - [ . 7 : !

“debate permod , . . '

-
¢

Th1rdlz,’%e have shown. that of ‘the three demographlc factors whleh we’

examined -- age, se}, and education -- only the level of education influenced
political 1earning. spondents who had achieved hiher educational levels / T
. L . . : f Yy
displayed gréater knolWiledge throughout the election year and learned more " oy
from the debates than those with less formal educatiou. Th%g differential ; ' |
. 1
capacity for 1earn*ng, which has been demonstrated by other studies, .
. P ) .
indicates the need to-reconsider the method of dlspenslng election 1n€ormitaon. .
\ .._.z\/‘ s o .
WaS‘the campaign, 1nc1ud1ngmﬁhe debates, conducted at an 1nte11ectua1 lpVel Ug“' -
which was beyond the comprehension of much of the e1ectorate? Did it fgll to ‘ﬂffiﬂ;
- s } . / - . iy
stir thg interests of the bulk of voters{ If the answers are affirmative-- A Y
. ”» “
Y
as they appear to be, Judglng from the .responses of our pane1 -- then' one -needs
. . P,
to 1nvest1gate what, mlght have béen done to change at least these deterrents h
- a M » .
— . .
I - . - . .
{ . ‘ . ’
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to learning 16 1t seems particularly important to'f;nd ways to assist the’ less . v

well- educated and the less well-informed in understand1ng tnghcandldates and the

v

major election issues.-A recent study may point the/way Itl findings indicate

thet simple formats of n@ws presentation, such as those which prevail in-or- Ly
. o ) ) AR
~ dinary’ television newscasts, can serve as "knowledge levelers' between people
-t . Y ‘“ N e ,,.}: - ‘ N
of vai&gzs educatlonal leVels._.4 N CEe S
& . ﬂ"‘bz Y. Ex = a» f . :

The flndlng that age and sex d1d not make any d1fference 1n~1nterest, learn1ng,

[ Tge D L4 i 3

* and knowledge levels ryns counter to prevalent popular ngt1ons that there are age-

4

N
linked d1fferences in polltlcal learning at both ends of bhe age spectrum s and

«

" that pol1t1cal knowledge levels d1ffer substant1ally among men’ and women. Howgver,

1

the' finding is in accord‘wlth Tecent stud1es wh1ch indicate. that sex éﬁd ag1ng )
: 18
dlffereq\es tend tp.dlsappéar when one controls for educat1on, Snnce pur stud,\

did not- 1nclude young voters between the ages of 18 and Zik the lower 1nterest

- 3

and learning rates wh1ch one m1ght have pred1cted er thls group, did not come
* . < - 4 . .o N ‘,
. into play. , ' ‘ o e T -
: S — 4% ¢t N ~ -y, .
ourthlz we have demonstrated that the effects of spectacular pol1t1cal events,
p :

such as the debates, on polltlcal learnlng , cannot be studied adequately if the

. ~ . ce N

occurrence 1s V1ewed in 1solatlon Debates, conventlons .primaries, and 51m11ar
highly pub11c1zed and dramatic occurrences are part of an information process

which 'is cumulatlve throughout the yéar. They add to the pEPV1ously dlssem1nated v
: . : .

fund of 1nformatlon about cand1dates and jssues, The contrlbutlon which they can

make depends on ‘the r1chness or poverty of preV1ously dassemxnated 1n}ormatlon.

b

L1keWLse, the pollt‘eSl learnlng that occurred during the debates was part

]

of a cont1nuous process. How»much and what type of- 1nformat1on a g1ven 1nd1V1dual v

«H

could learn depended very much on. the natﬁre of pre debate learnlng One ‘could »
) * .

not measu:e\\he extent of knowledge gains from the debates without e&tablishing -
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the level of pre-debate learning as the poiﬁk'of departure. Nor could one judge

(
© M @

‘whether the debates were a major learning event, or just a small ripple in the '

sea of learning; without cdmparing debate learning with learning from other

major events, such as the conventions or the primaries.
« : '

Lastly, a comment about the basic nature 'of our study seems in order. We
» have examined thie relation of a variety of factors to political learning. Mény

of our findings require further tesfingrwith larger samples. However, since

examination of these factors has involved intensive study of responderits over

a prolonged time span, it/could not have been accomplished if large samples had

_been used initially. Hence this study demonstrates the utility of the small,

. intensive sample approach for pilot—fésting of major hypotheses concerning

3

political learning.
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. Footnotes . -

~

1.The following Sources were monitored for pre-and post-debate coverage: early

evening network news on ABC, CBS, NBC; local news on CBS and NhC;‘press coverage

in the New York Times, Philadelphia Inquirer, Boston Globe, Bangor Daily News, °
Chicago Tribure, Cleveland Plain Dealer, Detroit Free Press, Topeka Daily Capital,
Houston Chronicle, Miami Herald, Raleigh News § Observer, Atlanta Constitution,

Los Angeles Times, Seattle Daily Times, Denver Post, Salt Lake City Tribune, ,.Chi-~ °
cago Daily Defender, National Observer, Wall Street Journal, and Washington ﬁost.
Two representative articles , illustrating the point made in the text, are a < W,
Chicago Tribune editorial and news story on September 25th by Jim Squires, titled

- "Debate prize: One third of voters still undecided;" and a New York Times story

; . .
<« 2. William R. Cantrall, Michael A.

I3

-

4

S.
. They can be found in debate texts, reprinted in the New York Times and other

6

7

8

1 .
3.Lee Becker, David Weaver; Doris Graber, and Maxwell McCombs, "Influence of the

of October 7th by R.W. Apple, Jr., titled "Cafter, focusing on Ford record, gains
among independents in poll." .

.
[3

, Colella, and Alan D. Moﬁroe, "The+Great Debates .
of 1976: A Quasi-Experimental Analysis of Audience Effects," Paper presented
at the annual meeting of the Midwest Association for Public Opinion Research, 1976. ,.

Jack Dennis and Steven H. Chaffee, '"Impact of the Debates Upon Partisan , ) i
Image and Issue Voting, in Great Debates, 1976, Ford vs. Carter, Sidney Kraus,
"ed., Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, forthcoming ; Paul R. Hagner and
Leroy N. Rieselbach, "The Presidential Debates in the 1976 Campaign; A Panel

Study," Midwest Political Science Association Paper, 1977. . ‘

“

Debates on Puhlic Agendas." In Great Debates, 1976, op. cit., forthcoming.

L

. Elihu Katz aﬁd Jacob J. Feldman, "The Debates in the Light of Research: A Sur-
vey of Surve?& in Sidney Kraus, ed., The Great Debates: Background, Perspective,
Effects. Glouster, Mass: Peter Smith, 1968, pp. 173-223.

These purposes were stated in the moderators' remarks , preceding each debate.
purp p g

papers , quoting Edwin Néwman for the first debate, Pauline Frederick for the N
second debate, and Bafbara Walters for the ghird debate. ° v

. Saul Ben-Zeev and Irving R. White, "Effects and Implicatjons," in Sidney Kraus,

ed., The Great Debates: Background, Perspective,.Effects. Glouster, Mass: Peter

Smith, 1968, pp. 331-337. -

.Joseph Trenéggn’énd Denis McQuail, "The Effects of Television and Other Media,"
"in Joseph Trenaman and Denis McQuail, Telfvision and the Political Image. London: .
Methien, 1961, pp. 182-206. v

. Katz and Feldman, cited in note 4. Similar findings fgr 1976 are discussed by
Arthur H. Miller and Michael MacKuen, "Who Saw What .and Why: The 1976 Debates,"
American Association for Public Opiniofi Research Paper, 1977; and Lee B. Becker,
Idowu A. Sobowale, Robin E. Cobbey, and Chaim H. Eyal, "Effects.of the 1976 De-
bates on Voter's Understanding of the Candidates and Issues," Communicatiogf‘ .
Research Center, Syracuse University, 1977.- °
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9. Walter Welss,"Effects of the Mass Media of. Commun cation," in Gardner Lindzey |
o~ and Elliot Aronson, eds.,-The Handbook of Social Psvchologx 2nd ed., Vol..¥,- s
Reading, Mass: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1963, pp. 77-195. L

. ‘ J

;,»%

10.Ibid, p 155. I 1 T

11. W. Crockett, "Cognitlve Complex;*y and- Impression Formation," in B.A. Maher,
ed., Progréss in Experimental Personality Research. New York: Academlc Press,
1965 Vol. 1, p. 53. : ’

12. See for instance the'data cited in Becker, Weaver, Graber, and McCombs, cited
in note 3, above. Besédes the authors of this paper, major collaborators in this -
study were Maxwell McCombs and Lee Becker and associates, Syracuse University,
.and David Weaver and associates, Ind1ana.Un1ver51ty

.13, See, for example, the candidate preference polls and '"Most Important Prob-
lem " polls in the Gallup Opinion Index starting with No. 126 in January,
1976 and extending throughout the calendar year. Also see:the Roper polls

* on election knowledge published in the New York Times, as well as the CBS-
Times polls. Examples are polls published on June 3rd and 4th under the-
heading 'Poll Finds Voters Unsure about Camrdidates' Positions' and "Poll
Finds Public Hazy on Candidates." For most polls, there was no significant
difference between the distribution of responses of our: panel members and
those of poll respondents.

'

14, The argument that generallzable findings about human behavior can be made 3
on the basis of -intensive study of small numbers of individuals has been
made persua51ve1y by many scholars. Examples are Steven R, Brown, "Intensive
Analysis in-Political Research," Political Methodology, Vol. 1, 1974, pp.
1-25; Fred M. Kerlinger, "Q-Methodology in Behavioral Research, " in Steven ,
R. Brown and Garry D. Brenner, eds., Science, Psychology, Communication. -
© e New York: Teacher's College Press, 1972; pp..3-38; Kenneth Keniston, Young =

Radicals. New York: Harcourt,-Brace and WDrld 1968, passim;" Robert E. Lane,
Political Ideology: Why the American Common Man Believes What He Does. New
_ York: The Free Press, 1962, pp. - 1-11; and Karl Lamb, As Orange Goes: Twelve
" California Families and the Future of Amerlcan Politics. New York: W.W. Nortom, »

v 1975, pp. vii-xiii, 3-23.

E

-
-

15. Philip J. Tichenor, George Donohkue, and Clarice Olier, "Mass Media and Differential
. Growth in Knowledge," Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 34, 1970, pp. '151-170. Also
see Serena Wade and Wilbur Schramm, "The Mass Media as Sources of Public Affairs,
Science, and Health Knowledge,'" Public Opinion Ouarterly, Vol. 33, 1969, ‘

'/~Z pp. 197-209. . . . . L

16. No claims are made that these are the\sole factors which exp1a1n ‘small 1earn31g
g;lns . In fdct, the low salience of politics in -comparison with other concerus,

2

onstrated in our data on debate watching, may make the effects of .changes in
ing and format negligible. Nonetheless, such changes deserve attention. .

L

17 W. Russell Neuman, ‘'"Patterns of Recall among TeleV1slon News Vlewers," Public
Op1n10n Quarterly, Vol. 40, 1976 pp. 115-1237 \ .

18. A var1ety of relevant findings are reported in Gerald Pomper, Voters' Choice:
- Varieties of American Electoral BehaV1or New York: Dodd, Mead.§ Co., 1975,
- pp. -67-116. .
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